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Introduction ■ 

This proposal is submitted in response to a suggested 
approach to the problem of arriving at the value of the 
basic income unit for 1968-69, agreed to at a meeting 
between the Subcommittee on Finance of the Committee on 
university Affairs with the Subcommittee on Operating Grants 
Formula of the Committee of Presidents of Universities of 
Ontario, held on Wednesday, 5 April, 1967. The minutes of that 
meeting record that "... the objective was to have the basic 
income unit value committed as early as possible", perhaps by 
October or November, 1967. Dr. Wright, the Chairman of the 
Committee on University Affairs, agreed that the value 
should not be determined until the university presidents had 
had an opportunity to present their views on the amount of 
the increase. He pointed but that he was not sure whether 
a decision on the value could be made public ahead of the 
Government's normal presentation of estimates, but expressed 

the hope that it could. • 

The Comndttee of Presidents approved the recommended 
procedure and charged the Subcommittee on Research and 
Planning (augmented by the Chairmen of the Councils of 
Graduate Deans and University Librarians) with the 
responsibility for prepari.ig a report to be submittocl to the 
Presic'ents at their June meeting. It was agreed to provide 
the subcommittee on Research and Planning with the required 



data on a confidential basis. A preliminary report was 
submitted to the Committee of Presidents on June 22, 1967. 
The report was subsequently amended for consideration by the 
Executive Committee of CPUO and approved for presentation to 
the Committee on University Affairs on August 24, 1967. 

The scope of this paper. is limited to the rationale 
for establishing the value of the basic income unit for 1963-69. 
It is understood, of course, that other matters relating to 
the formula such as the weights assigned to particular categories 
and the inclusion of certain kinds of students are subject to 
further joint study and review with the Committee on 
University Affairs. 

Structure of the Analysis 

A cardinal principle of the Ontario method of formula 
financing of operating expenses is that detailed examination 
of operating submissions of universities is ho longer 
necessary. Another is that, while the formula makes use of 
weights assigned to courses of study to determine basic 
operating income, and while these weights bear a rough 
relationship to known costs, the correctness of a particular 
weight in a particular university is not significant. The 
impoi-tant objective is to produce operating income for the 
universities on an equitable basis. Thus, the formula procluccs 
v;hat is hoped to be an equiteible basic operating income fx-om 
a summation of enrolments in variously weighted courses of study. 
A third principle is that the formula is income-producing only; 
universities need not allocate their income according to the 
formula frcra v;hich it was derived. 



It is important to keep these basic points in 
mind in order to avoid any misunderstanding ^of the analysis 
presented here because this report is based on a theoretical 
"average" allocation of resources to a number of 
component elements of university spending. This 
theoretical allocation is based on the intended 1967-68 
spending patterns shown by the eight "emerged" 
universities in their November submissions of UA Form 4 to 
the Committee on University Affairs. V?e will come to this wh 
the -tables and graphs which illustrate the methodology are 
introduced. It must be emphasized that the percentage figure 
used result from weighted averaging of the universities' 
intended spending patterns. We had to make assumptions 
on this basis because we had no other. We do not know 
how each university has actually allocated the income 
it will get from the application of the formula. 
Since, however, no univer-.'ty among the oight, we feel 
sure, is happy about having had to support some 
components of expenditure at the expense of others, we 
think that a strong case can be made for basing this 
exercise on the average of the universities' ov;n 
estimates of their needs for 1967-68. The adjustments 
of actual expenditure of actual income are referred to 
later in the shorthand phrase "trade-off". We have 
some convictions iibout the general order of priorities 



used by the universities in this so-called "trading 

« 

off". Under current circumstances it is enevitable 
that universities v/ill place their highest priority 
on academic salaries in order to meet the market . 
demands for increases and to preserve staff-student 
ratios as far as possible; therefore the actual 
expenditures for any recent year reflect accommodations 
to shortfall, or "trade-offs", mainly at the expense 
of the library, administrative, and maintenance areas. 
This, we believe, will undoubtedly be true of 1967-6.8 
when the actual expenditures in the various categories 
are known. No one wants to perpetuate the resulting 
distortions in expenditure. On the other hand, the 
reasonable and justifiable needs of the universities 
are very large, and if it is admitted that they cannot 
be met all at once, then making up deficiencies 
resulting from an income shortage in 1967-68 will have 
to be phased out through gradual improvements of the 
situation over a number of years. At the same time, the 
new needs resulting from rising costs and nev; graduate 
and undergraduate programs must be met in full if the 
gap between real needs and available resources is to 
narrow each year rather than widen > 

We begin, then, \7ith a breakdown of the expenses 
per income unit as; estimated in the universities' 
submissions for 1967-68, and proceed in our analysis to 



show, expense component by expense component, the . 
increases in the components that we think will be 
necessary in 1968-69, the evidence in support of the 
increases and, where feasible, we offer several 
alternative component increases, to i^rovide a, range of 
comparative income unit values. We have, in this 
presentation, used data only from the eight so-called 
"emerged" universities in Ontario. A recommended formula 
for the emergent universities will come forward, we hope, 
in due course. But, even if it were available now, it would 
not substantially affect this presentation. 

In the analysis, conversion of data to dollars per 
unit, and per component within the unit, has at least 
two advantages. One is that income is derived by units; 
therefore comparison of estimated average expenses to 
estimated income is facilitated. A second advantage is 
that the variability of income due to changes in enrolment 
is automatically accounted for. 

Tabje 1 shows the breakdown of expenses per unit 
for eight components of total expense per unit 
requested by the eight universities. For each of the 
eight components of expense, the table shows the weighted 
average expense per unit for the eight universities. 
Also shown for each component of expense is the 1967-68 
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Table 1 



BREAKDOWN OF COMPONENT AG(SREGATE EXPENSES 
PER INCOME UNIT, THE AGGREGATES OVER 1966-67 ACTUALS 
AND PERCENTAGES OF THE TOTAL FOR 1967-68 



Expense Component and 
Requested Increase in 
the Component Over 
1966-1967 Actuals 



1967-68 Expense 
per 
Income Unit 



Percent of 
Total 
1967-68 



r 



if 



|5 

t 



1/ 



34.9% 



20.6% 
4.2% 
3.5% 

16.2% 



5.2% 
10.2% 
5.2% 



79.4% 



Full-time Teaching $539.8 
Staff Salaries (24.8%) 

Part-time and Support 

Staff Salaries (21.5%) 318.0 
Library Staff Salaries (20.3%) 65.1 
Library Books (35.8%) 53.9 
Other Academic Expenses (39%) 251. 3 

Subtotal of Academic 

Expenses (26.7%) $1228.1 
Administrative Expenses 

Including Salaries (16.9%) . 80.9 

Maintenance Expenses 

Inclucling Salaries (11. 8S) 157.9 
Miscellaneous and Other 

Expenses (8.5%) 80.5 

( ibtotal of Administrative 
Operations and Maintenance 
^ Expenses (16 . 2%) 

Grand Total (23. 4S) 
Less Special Grants/Income Unit- 
Desired Value of the Income Unit 
Actual Value of the Income Unit 
Difference 



1/ At the time of submission the amount for special grants was unknov;n, Pi-operly, 
the special grants should be allocated to tlie components to v/hich they v/ill 
be applied. VJo have no way of doing this so v;e have simply subtracted it 
from t))o grand total to obtain an implicit desired value for the income unit. 



$ 319.3 


20.6% 


$1547.4 


100. 0?^ 


70.9 . 




1476.5 




1320.0 




$ 156.5 





increase in the request for this component of expense 
over the actual amount spent in 1966-67, It is 
reasonable to view the aggregate, expense per unit value 
as a desired ideal translated into one value for all 
eight universities. In the column on the right are 
shown the average percentages of the total allocated to 
each component. Academic expenses can be seen to 
represent r^ltcut 79% of the total, with the full-time 
fioademic salary bill as the largest single component 
(34.9% of the total); the full-time, part-time and 
support staff salaries together account for 55.5% of the 
total. We shall now proceed with the analysis component 
by component, and discuss the factors involved in 
estimating the increase required for 1968-69. 

Analysis of the Full-Time Academic Salaries Component (34.9 

The total number of full-time staff requested by the 
eight universities for 1967-68 v/as 4,807. Since we also 
know the estimates of the numbers of income units 
individually and totally for the eight universities, 
we are able to form ratios of full-time staff to income 
units (or in other words, full-time staff/ weighted 
enrolment ratios) . These are shown in Table 2 under the 
heading "Imputed Staff to Income Unit Ratios". Table 2 
shows this average ratio as 1:23.7. 
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Table 2 also contains a projection of the numbers 
of staff that v/ould be required by each university in 
1968-69 to maintain the staff/weighted enrolment ratios 
implicit in the 1967-68 requests. 

It is evident from Table 2 that in the individual 
universities the ratio of staff/weighted enrolment is 
remarkably consistent, shov/ing that the weighting of 
enrolment automatically accounts for differences in 
types and levels of courses of study among the various 
universities. In a sense this is a validation of the 
Ontario formula. (A less useful ratio, but one which 
is <'lit^i.t> used, is the staff /student ratio, which is 
alsi yiven in Table 2 for 1967-68. The deficiencies 
inherent in this ratio are manifest. It is of some 
interest, however, that the aggregate' staff /student 
ratio for the eight universities, on the basis of the 
submissions, would have been 4,807/62,134 in 1967-68 
- very close to 1/13.) 

Table 3 is a tradeoff table constructed to show 
the interrelation of staff /weighted enrolment ratio and 
average academic salary. This is a very important 
relationship and deserves careful study. 

Wo have already established, from analysis of the 
universities' submissions, the desired aggregate 
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support of the full-time teaching staff salaries 
component (Table 1) as about $540 per unit,* We have 
also established the desired aggregate staff /weighted 
enrolment ratio (Table 2) as 1:23* 7. The other relevant 
piece of information is the desired average salary; 
this we obtained by dividing the number of full-time 
staff requested (4,807) into the total full-time salaries 
requested, and we obtained an estimated average salary 
of $13,007. 

The fourth row in Table 3 shows the desired ratio 
(1:23.7), the number of full-time staff (4,807) and 
the expense per unit ($540) for 1967-68. Following 
this line across to the right-hand side of the table, 
we see the full-time staff that would be required to pre- 
serve the ratio of 1:23.7 in 1968-1969 (5,365), and the 
expense per unit that would be required for various 
possible alternative increases in the average salary 
of $13,007. An increase of 12% in the average salary 
would bring the expense per unit to $605; a 14%- increase 
would bring it to $616; and so forth. 



*Actually this is binfsed dovmwards somewhat because a small 
additional portion of the academic salaries - about $10 
per unit - is supported by the Ontario Hospital Services 
Commission . 
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Above and below the desired ratio of 1: 23, 7, 
Table 3 spreads out a series of possible staff /weighted 
enrolment ratios, sets out the numbers of full-time staff 
involved for each of these ratios, and shows the effect 
on the expense per unit of the different percentage 
increases in average academic salaries for 1968-69 • 

Table 3 can be used as follows: At this time we do 
not know what the full-time staff for the eight 
universities in 1967-68 will be. Assume, however, for 
the moment that in 1967-68 the universities, with the 
resoui-ces actually made available to them, assign 
priority to their desired level of salary increases and 
hire fev;er staff. The actual average, under these 
circumstances, would still be about $13,007, but the 
staff /weighted enrolment ratio might be as low as 1:26 
(top line of Table 3) , and v;ould in any case be 
substantially below 1:23.7. An informal survey of the eight 
universities supports this estimate. 

Using 1:25 as a datura we can see from the table that th 
actual expense per unit associated with this ratio is $510; 
the nximber of staff required to preserve that ratio in 
1968-69 is 5,0 86; an increase of 12% in average salary 
would bring the expense per unit to $573; and so forth. 
If, as we assume to be the case, the objective of the 
universities in 1968-69 is both to increase the average 
salary and to bring the staff /weighted enrolment ratio 

.13 



to a more desirable level. Table 3 displays the expense 
per unit that will be involved for any combination of 
these two factors. 

It is our most emphatic recommendation that the 
basic income unit be increased sufficiently to allow 
for an improvement in the staff/weighted enrolment 
ratio as well as an increase in the average salary. 
The staff/weighted enrolment ratio is vital to the quality 
of education. 

.In considering the problem of improving average 
salary per unit as against improving the full-time 
staff to income unit ratio it is interesting to note 
that it is more expensiye to improve the 1967-68 assumed 
ratio from 1:25 to 1:23 with an average salary increase 
of 12§ (623 - 510 = $113) than it is to improve average 
salaries by 18% v/hile maintaining a 1:25 ratio (604 - 510 = $84). 
We say again, therefore, that in to-day's competitive market, 
the income unit must provide enough for reasonable improvement 
in average salary but in addition enough to ensure that a 
significant part of the additional income may be allocated to 
improvement of the ratio by hiring additional staff. 

Figure 1 shows the trend in Ontario university 
average salaries and demon stjrates the spread between 
increasing the salary component in the income unit from 
121 to 18% for 1968-69. 
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An analysis of Canadian and American academic salaries 
was undertaken to determine relative position of salaries 
and compensation in Ontario universities vis-a-vis other 
university systems. The state and provincial systems . 
chosen for comparison were selected either because of 
system similarity or because of geographical proximity. 
Some comparative data v;ere also tabulated for well- 
respected private American universities. 

The great portion of the data for the analysis v;as 
collected from publications of the American Association of 
University Professors and the Canadian Association of 
University Teachers. In certain cases, data were obtained 
by solicitation from individual universities. 

All salaries and compensation were weighted properly 
and expressed in Canadian dollars using the official 
exchange rate as of January 1. Only institutions classified 
as universities were included in the analysis. Addendum 2 
to this report contains a list of the universities included 
in the' salary study. We felt that TVmerican state colleges 
and technological institutes had no counterparts in the 
Ontario system so we excluded them from the study. 

The AAUP publications on American institutions show all 
salaries and total compensation as nine-month figures - 
where necessary, eleven and twelve month salaries are 
converted to the nine-month figure. The data on Canadian 
universities are expressed as twelve-month salaries. In our 
nnalysiB no attempt was made to normalize over a common 



number of months so it is highly probable that the data on 
American salaries are biased downwards making the salary 
differences even greater than they appear. 'It is well known 
that many American universities provide professors sammer 
supplements at a rate of 2/9 of their annual salary. 
Incidence of this practice in Canada is not known precisely, 
but if we may use the University of Toronto summer supplement 
scale for comparison, we find that the average for 1967-68 
is slightly less than $1,000 per professor of those tha t 
receive the supplement . This is about 1/14 as compared to 
2/9 s Thus, on percentage alone v;ithout regard to how many 
receive the supplement, it would seem that the bias in the 
data causes Ontario salaries to appear even better than they 
actually are i.i comparison to American salaries. 

The data show certain rather significant trends. First, 

i 

Ontario salary levels lag those of other university systems 
examined to a considerable degree. Second, fringe benefits, 
as a percentage of average salary, are much smaller in 
Ontario than in the other systems examined. Third, since 
1964-65, the salary levels in Ontario universities^ have 
tended to increase at a faster rate than most of the other 
provincial and state systems examined. 

Table 4 gives a summary of average salaries, average 
compensation and numbers of full-time staff in each of 
the systems considered. The fringe benefits used in the 
calculation of total compensation include contributions by 
the institution for retirement programs, disability insurance 
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and income protection, Canada Pension Plan, and life, 
hospital and medical insurance. 

Figures 2 and 3 express the data of Table 4 
graphically showing respectively Ontario university 
salaries and total compensation in comparison to TUnerican 
universities, salaries in the Western Provinces (fringe 
benefit data could not be obtained for these) and in 
comparison to the private American universities.- Figure 4 
displays salary information in a different form for comparison 
of rates of increase and for analysis of lead-lag 
relationships. For example, it is quite evident that during 
the period 1964-65 and 1966-67 Ontario salary levels have 
lagged Michigan's by almost two years. The evidence suggests 
that this lag may be decreased in 1967-68* although we do not 
have data oft American institutions for this year. Ontario's 
rate of increase approximates that of New York which 
provides some encouragement. But, this is not enough. 
If we are to compete successfully in the university 
teacher market we must increase at an even faster rate to make 
up a significant portion of the gap that does exist. 

The Part-Time and Support Staff rfclaries Component (20.6^ of Total) 

Expense for part-time and support staff- bears a direct 
relationship to that associated with full-time staff. 
Table 5 shows a comparison of full-time staff expense to 
part-time and support staff expense for each of the eight 
universities for 1906-67 and 1967-68. It is evident that 
for each individual university this proportion is quite stable 
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The increased support for this component should there- 
fore be tied to the increase that is chosen for full-time 
staff. In our final table we show, for each alternative 
value for full-time staff, a corresponding value for part- 
time and support staff bearing the same relationship to 
the full-time component as appears in Table 1, ie. 20.6/34.9. 

The Library Books and Library Salaries Component (7.7% of Total) 

The needs of the libraries of the eight Ontario 
universities are considered in tv;o sections: the shortage of 
volumes v;hich exists as of 1967-68, and the additional 
volumes necessary to look after the increases in staff and 
students and new courses in 1968-69. 

The Ontario Council of University Librarians has 
furnished us with detailed tables of library holdings published 
in the Spinks Report by a further application of the 
"Clapp-Jordan formula". The Clapp-Jordan method is quite 
complicated, involving standards of size which are related 
to numbers of staff and students and undergraduate and 
graduate courses offered. We have not included those 
supporting tables here. They have been compiled with 
great care, and - given the reservation that the use of any 
formulae in this area is open to question and challenge - 
they incorporate the besU available criteria for arriving 
at a reasonable quantitative assessment of our needs. 
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Table 5 



PROPORTIONS OF SALZvRY EXPENSE PER UNIT ALLOCATED TO 
FULL-TIMi: TEACHING STAFF AND TO 
.PART-TIME mD SUPPORT STAFF IN THE 
EIGHT ONTARIO UNIVERSITIES FOR 
1966-1967 AND 1967-68 



University 

Toronto 

VJe stern 

Queens 

McMaster 

Waterloo 

Carleton 

Ottawa 

Windsor 



1966-67 

Full-Time/Part-Time 
and Support 

62/38 

60/40 

71/29 

57/43 

62/38 

58/42 

59/41 

74/26 



1967-68 

Full-Time/Part-Tiine 
and Support 

. 62/38 

61/39 

69/31 

61/39 

65/35 

61/39 

59/41 

74/26 



Total 



62/38 



63/37 



Source: Extracted from UA-1 Submissions for 1967-68 to the Ontario 
Coraniittee on University Affairs. 
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The existing shortage of library holdings of the eight 
"emerged" universities is calculated to be 3^ million volumes. 

The number of volumes that should be added in 1968-69 
in the eight universities stemming from increases in staff 
and students and the beginning of some new graduate courses 
of study, as determined by the Clapp-Jordan formula, comes 
to 606,230 vplumes. 

Book costs were estimated by the Ontario Council of 
University Librarians to average $10 per volume during 
1966-67. This figure is expected to increase at the rate 
of 6% per annum; therefore a figure of $11.25 may be used 
for 196 8-69. Processing costs per volume, of which the 
largest component is salaries, are not expected by lib- 
rarians to rise as sharply as book costs. We assume 
therefore, that by 1968-69 these two elements will be 
roughly equal, and we are suggesting a relatively 
larger increase in the component for books to bring it 
abreast of the component for library salaries. If this 
equalization of the book budget component is not entirely 
absorbed by the increased cost of books and periodicals, 
the resultiiig real increase in resources for library 
materials would be a desirable dividend. 

Our proposal is that the first of these needs, that is 
the shortage of 2h million volumes, should be recovered 
over a maximum period of ten years. Figure 5 shows how 
this vjould be accomplished. The shortage would be made 
up by adding volumes in equal timounts over the ten-year 
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L.BRARY BOOK HOLDINGS AND SHORTAGES IN 
EIGHT ONTARIO UNIVERSITIES 1967—68 TO 1977—78 



Estimated actual number of holdings 

Estimated total required holdings 

Number of holdings to be added 
annually to recover shortage in 
ten years 

Number of holdings to be added 
i/^y///A to accomodate increases in 
faculty, students, and fields 
of study 




67--S8 68-69 69-70 70-71 71-72 72-73 73-74 74-75 75-^76 76-77 77-78 
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period* In addition, a number of volumes must be added 
each year in order to take care of the increases in staff 
members, students and fields of study during the year 
in question (606,230 in 1968-69). For purposes of 
illustration only, we have assumed in Figure 5 that the 
number of volumes required annually for the increases in 
staff, students and subjects will increase at a rate of 
7% per annum, which is somewhat less than the increase for 
1968-69. 

The dotted line in Figure 5 shows where we ought 
to be, in theory, in each calendar year from now to 1977- 
1978. The ascending, series of columns show how we propose 
to get there. 

Table 6 shows, for 1968-69 only , the increase in 
volumes necessary for that year, along with associated book 
costs per income unit and library salaries per income unit 
amounting to about $85 each. 

It is possible that special grants for making up the 
backlog of these requests might overlap with our own proposal 
and we cannot at this point predict the extent of this 
overlap. Wc think, however, that there is really no danger 
of overestimating library needs. 

T he "Other Academic Expenses'* Component (16.2^ of Total) 

"Other Academic Expenses" makes up a fairly large 
component of the total expense (16. 2S) and it was for this 
that the largest percentage increase v/ais requested for 1967-6 
i-e., 39%. 27 
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This component includes all the expenses of the academic 
departments and divisions related to their instructional 
programs except salaries; replacements and additions to 
laboratory apparatus and technical equipment; replacements 
and additions to furniture; office supplies and other 
expenses in the academic departments; laboratory materials 
and supplies; machine rentals and maintenance contracts; etc. 
In addition, the expense for pensions and other fringe benefit 
is subsumed under this heading, comprising about 20% of the 
whole. 

It is unnecessary to point out that the purchase of 
equipment, furniture and supplies will be subject to the 
ordinary inflationary trends. In addition, however, to 
the increase in such costs that would normally be expected, 
there are special factors which affect university depart- 
mental purchases that do not always apply to commercial or 
industrial purchasing in general. Laboratory apparatus is 
becoming more sophisticated and expensive, and at the same 
time is becoming obsolescent more rapidly than in the past. 
Machine rental and maintenance contracts are accelerating 
at an unprecedented rate with increasing usage of electronic 
devices. 

We cannot establish a backlog of need in these areas 
from the data in hand, but it is certain that in the past, 
furniture and equipment, supplies and the other miscellaneous 
accounts have regularly been reduced in order to provide 
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money for other accounts which are thought to be more in 
need. This could be established in future by furtHer 
analysis. 

Pensions and fringe benefits are obviously tied in. with 
the academic salaries account and cannot be prevented from 
escalating. Figure 6 displays the fringe benefit data of 
Table 4 to show the upward trend in this account. Again, 
the Ontario universities lag the American system53 to a 
substantial degree and fall even further behind when compared 
to our sample of private American universities. 

For the component as a whole, our best evidence is 
that the requested increase of 39% over the actual expenditure 
in 1966-67 corresponds v/ith a similar increase in the actual 
1966-67 expenditure over 1965-G6. Evidently we have a 
distinct upward trend. We propose the same rate of increase 
as requested in 1967-68 over 1966-67, that is, 39%. This 
would mean an addition of $100 to the basic income unit value. 

The expense of the "system" merits consideration also 
in analysis of this component. Recently there has been 
discussion of whether projects which benefit several 
universities should be funded through special earmarked 
grants or by a corresponding increase in the value of the 
basic unit. Assuming limited resources, the former would 
increase the amount to special grants and would therefore 
decrease the value of the basic unit. Implicit in the 
latter is the assumption, of course, that all universities 
would participate in supporting the projects and that all 
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universities would share in the benefits. If the latter 
option is preferred by the Committee on University Affairs, 
as it appears to be from the tenor of recent discussions, 
then the income unit value will have to be increased to 
provide the necessary support for the systems projects. 
Without an enumeration of the possible numbers of systems 
projects that would be desirable and definition of the 
scope of work of each we can make no specific quantitative 
recommendations. We believe the provision of $100 for the 
component will be sufficient for "system" expenses in 
1968-69 but we can foresee further increases in later years 
if we are to continue to develop inter-university projects 
already undertaken (library coordination, admissions, 
television, graduate studies) and undertake others 
(inter-university graduate education institutes and research 
centres, regional computer facilities, inter-university 
information networks, etc.). 

Administrative Expenses Including Salaries (5.25 of Total) 

Table 1 shows that the over-all increase in admin- 
istrative expenses for the eight universities for 1967-68 
over 1966-67 was 17%. 
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In this category our only firm data are from the 

University of Toronto, where the administrative expenses 

over the past six years have shown a continuous but very 

irregular increase. 
« 

While we have no data to support this impression, we 
suggest that Canadian universities suffer by comparison 
with American universities in their allocation of income 
to administration, and that the proportionately lower 
administrative costs in Canada would not look nearly so 
thrifty if the universities were judged by the standard 
of cost ef fectivenoss. Further, we suggest that the 
reason we have suffered is that we have been catching up 
on academic salaries, and administration has had to 
bear a part of this load in reduced budgets. 

There is one new minor administrative cost which 
will affect all the universities, resulting from the 
decentralized processing of applications for Province 
of Ontario Student Awards. For 1967-68 this cost is being 
met, in part at least, by a reimbursement of the 
universities from the Government at the rate of $4.50 per 
application. In his letter to Dr. Corry announcing this 
decision the Minister of University Affairs made this 
comment: "I am in whole-hearted agreement with you that 
for subsequent years the level of over-all Government 
support to the universities should be set on the assumption 
that the universities will pay the full costs of such 
local administration of Student Awards out of the general 
operating funds provided by the Government." 
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We therefore propose an increase of 20% of the 
1967-68 request for this component. This would amount to 
an increase of $16 in the basic income unit. 

Plant Maintenance Expense Including Salaries (10.2% of Total) 

Table 1 shows an aggregate request of $157.9 per 
unit to support maintenance expenses. This is an increase 
of about 12% over 1966-67. 

We have detailed costs for this component for the 
University of Toronto from 1961-62; these show a predictable 
jump in the year when a new Physics building was occupied, 
but other\7ise there is no consistent pattern. Plant 
maintenance expenses have doubled in the last seven years 
if Toronto's experience 'is typical. 

All of the eight universities are affected by the 
very material increases in the cost of utilities, as well 
as the staggering increase in the consumption of water, 
power, etc., that results from stepped-up research activity 
and the 24-hour occupation of buildings. These are 
examples of rising trends which are irreversible. 

New buildings and equipment are thought to reguire 
less expense for maintenance than old ones, but this is 
not always the case, especially when the equipment is of 
an exotic nature. The cost of maintenance v;ill vary 
with the sophistication of the plant. The maintenance 
component should always be considered by individual 
universities in relation to academic and other expenses 
because equipment that is expensive to maintain may be 
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producing even greater economies (as well. as more effective 
operations) on the academic and administrative sides. . 

We propose that the increase in the maintenance 
component be in the region of 12% of the 1967-68 aggregate. 
This increase would amount to about $20. 

The Component of Miscellaneous and Other Operating Expenses 
(5,2% of Total) 

This component includes salaries and expenses of 
service departments (such as Alumni Affairs, Information 
Office, etc. in the cast of Toronto) , other expenses 
including legal fees. Workmen's Compensatipn Insurance, 
provision for major maintenance and renovation, etc. The 
ingredients of the component are so erratic as to defy 
analysis. We cannot detect any trends to justify any 
increase in this component and we recommend none. 
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•4 

The Value of the Basic Income Unit for 1968-69 

Table 7 summarizes the proposals detailed above for 
various ratios of staff to income units. For the first 
two components of academic salaries expenses, the table 
displays a range of 4 alternatives (and there are many 
more in Table 3) of average staff /weighted enrolment 
* ratios and a 16% increase in average salary. We believe 
these alternatives should be studied carefully for the 
effect the change in the value of the unit has on the vital 
staff/weighted enrolment ratio. The recommended increases 
to the other components are the same for all alternatives 
with the percentage increases calculated from an assumed 
aggregate income received per component in 1967-68. 

One way of looking at the situation would be to 
consider that the difference betwe.^n the desired value 
for 1967-68 shown at the bottom of the first column ($1477) 
and the actual value ($1320) represents a degree of 
improvement which the universities were obliged to get along 
without ii> 4967-6 8, but which should be restored over the 
next three or* four years. The 1967-68 submissions represented 
real and reasonable* needs which have not disappeared. The 
level of support * tlTiai was granted forced the postponement of 
many things that v;e^i3^ postponable - development, experi- 
mentation, rectification of poor situations - but which 
should nevertheless be undertaken as soon as the resources 
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will allow. Some leeway is available to .some universities 
through their sources of income aside from grants and fees. 
But often these funds are already committed for uses which 
have not been allowed by the Department of University 
Affairs to be supported by grants, such as the meeting of 
deficits on ancillary enterprises and the provision of 
selective student aid outside the Province of Ontario 
Student Aid Program. And, in any case, these funds are not 
extensive, nor are they available to all. 

Our propor>al is that the second alternative 
(block-in in Table 7) should be selected. The value of 
the income unit for this alternative is $1,669. It 
would provide for improvement from an assumed full-time 
staff /income unit ratio of 1:25 to 1:23 accompanied by 
an increase in average salary of 16%. Associated with 
this increase for full-time staff would be the proportional 
increase to part-time and support staff salaries. The other 
increases v/ould be as shown with the total increase to 
the 1967-68 value being $349 - approximately 26% greater 
than the 1967-68 value. This would be an amount 
sufficient to meet anticipated salary demands for the 
coming year, recover lost ground in the staff /income unit 
ratio and in development, and sustain the other expense 
components with increased income to match trends in 
increased expenses. 
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Estimate of the Increase in Total Provincial Grants 

We estimate there will be close to 87,000 full-time 
equivalent students in 1968-69 representing about 
150,000 income units. If, tor example, the income unit 
were increased by $349 as suggested above, the total basic 
operating income to the universities in the Province 
would be about $250,000,000. After fees are deducted 
($41,000,000) , and estimated grants to emerging 
institutions and other special grants are added ($20,000,000), 
the total required grant would be in the neighbourhood 
of $229,000,000. This is $68,000,000 over the 1967-68 
grant of $161,000,000 and represents an increase of 42.2%. 
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Addendum 1 



EXPLANATION OF EXPENSE COMPONENTS 



1) Total full-time teaching staff salaries 

2) Total part-time and support staff salaries 

(a) part-time teaching staff salaries 

(b) graduate student teaching salaries 

(c) support staff salaries 

3) Library staff salaries 

4) Library books • 

5) Other Academic Expenses 

(a) pension and other fringe benefits 
- (b) replacement and additional furniture and equipment 

(c) other expenses including office and laboratory supplies 

6) Total Administration Expenses 

(a) salaries 

(b) pension and other fringe benefits 

(c) replacement and additional furniture and equipment 

(d) other expenses including office supplies and 
machine rentals. 

7) Total Plant Maintenance Expenses 

(a) salaries 

(b) pension and other fringe benefits 

(c) replacement and additional furniture and equipment 
($3) other expenses including fuel, electricity, water, 

cleaning supplies and building insurance 

8) Miscellaneous Expenses ' 

(a) salaries and expenses of additional service 
departments e.g. Development Office, Information 
Office, Alumni Affairs 

(b) other expenses including provision for salary 
adjustments, VJorkmen's Compensation Insurance, legal 
fees, and bank charges. 

9) Other Operating Expenses 

(a) Provision for major maintenance and renovations 

(b) Interest payments on debentui-es 
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ADDENDUM 2 



UNIVERSITIES TVND UNIVERSITY SYSTEMS 
INCLUDED IN THE SALARY ANALYSIS 



T^RICAN PUBLIC UNIVERSITIES 



California 



University of California 



University of California Medical School 



Michigan 



Central Michigan University 

Eastern Michigan University 

Michigan State University 

Northern Michigan University 

University of Michigan 

University of Michigan Medical School 

Wayne State University 

Wayne State University Preclinical Medical School 
Western Michigan University 



Nev; York 



CUNY 



Brooklyn College 



CUNY 



City College 



CUNY 



Hunter College 



CUNY 



Queens College 



Graduate School of Public Affairs 



State University at Albany 



. State University at Binghamton 



State University at Buffalo 
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state University at Stony Brook 
Downstate Medical Centre 
Upstate Medical Centre 

#• 

Ohio 

Bowling Green State University 
Cleveland State University 
Kent State University 
Miami University 
Ohio State University 
Ohio University 

AMERICAN PRIVATE UNIVERSITIES 

University of Rochester 
Cornell University 
University of Pennsylvania 
Washington University - St. Louis 

UNIVERSITIES OF THE WESTERN PROVINCES 

University of Manitoba 
University of Saskatchewan 
University of Alberta - Edmonton 
University of Alberta - Calgary 
University of British Columbia 
Simon Fraser University 
Victoria University 
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Supplement Nvunber 1 



Introduction 

In August, 1967, the Committee of Presidents of Universities 
of Ontario presented to the Committee on University Affairs a report 
in which the universities* requirements for operating income for 1968-69 
were analyzed as carefully as could be done from the data then in hand. 
The purpose of this Supplement is to refine that earlier analysis on 
the basis of information subsequently acquired. 

The August report was based on tho intended bpending patterns 
of the eight "emerged" universities — that is, on the percentage of their 
resources which these universities, on the average, proposed to apply 
to the major components of expense in I967-68. (Data on their actual 
allocation did not, of course, exist in the summer of 196?.) V/e are 
now in a position to compare the theoretical with the actual spending 
patterns, and to comment on some factors which have influenced them, 
and which obviously have a bearing on the requirements for I968-69. 

In addition to the actual spending patterns, this supplement 
provides updated information on full-time staff numbers and salaries 
for 1967-^8; data on weighted enrolments (November 15th estimates of 
December 1st count) for 1967-63, and revised estimates for 1968-69; 
and some additional salary scales of non-university educational institutions 
in Ontario which, it has been suggested, would be useful for comparison. 
The information on staff, enrolment, salaries and other expenses v/ere 
taken from UA 1, 3 and L f cms submitted by the universities to the 
Department of University Affairs on November 15th, 1967, 
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2. STAFF ^^J?I3ERS AND VEIGHTED ENROL'-ENT 

Table 1 compares (l) the nvmber of full-time staff requested 
in the universities* submissions with the numbers currently budgeted for 
1967-68; (2) the expected niamber of income units v;ith the actual (as 
estimated on November 15th, 196?); and (3) the desired ratio of staff 
to v/eighted enroLnent with the budgeted ratio. 

The budgeted number of staff in 1967-68 is 4^686, vMch is 
121 less than the 4^80? that were requested in the original submissions. 
This difference, taken together vath the increase in income units over 
expectations, has produced a staff to v;eighted enrolment ratio of 1/24. 7^ 
compared to the desired ratio of 1/23.7. (In terms of staff to students, 
ignoring weights, the ratio is 1/13.7 compared to approximately 1/13.) 

There are imperfections in the information which make for problems 
in dravang inferences from the analysis. For example, since the recrtdting 
of staff has been for some years a practically continuous process, the 
budgeted figures v/ill in all cases include a certain number of positions 
which the department heads have justified for their establisbnent but have 
not yet succeeded in finding. VJe do not know the exact numbqrs of persons 
actually appointed at the time of v/riting, but tentative estimates from 
Toronto, Queen^s, V/estem, McMaster, Ottawa and V/aterloo indicate that the 
actual total appointed is in the neighbourhood of 6% less than the budgeted 
total, which yields an estimated actual average ratio of 1/26.2. In view 
of the difficulty of achieving precision, we think it is reasonable to use 
1/25 as the actual staff to weighted enrolment ratio in 1967-^8. 

V/eighted enrolment for the emerged universities in 1968-69 
is presently estimated at 124^034. To prevent a further worsening of 
the ratio they ivill require approximately 5jOO0 full-time, staff. 



ACADEMIC SAURIES 

From the data furnished by the eight universities we have obtained 
an estimated actual average salary of $12,873 for 1967-68, an increase of 
.12^ over 1966-67 . This is fairly close to the Imputed average salary of 
$13,007 in our August report; v;e estimated that this would hold firm because 
of the high priority of this component in the allocation of financial 
resources in all universities and the realities of a competitive market • 

Figure 1 herein is a modification of Figure 1 in the original 
report to show the actual average of $12,878 for the eight universities in 
1967-68 and extrapolated averages for 1968-69 at an 1B% increase ($15,200) 
and at a 12^ increase ($14^400), Figure 2 shov;s how Ontario salaries have 
improved in 1967-63 in comparison vriLth those in the western Canadian provinces. 
(The average salary is $12,621 based on an analj^sis of 3>421 university 
teachers in the Universities of British Columbia, Victoria, Alberta, Calgary 
and Manitoba. ) Up-to-date salary inf ormatich on American universities for 
1967-68 v/ill not become available until about mid-1963. At this time we 
suspect that the gap bet^^reen Ontario salaries and those of comparable American 
jurisdictions has been lessened slightly in 1967-68. 

A question v/as raised about the proprji,ety of expressing American 
data in Canadian dollars. Such normalizing is accepted standard practice 
in statistical analysis. To do othenvise vroiiLd obscure real variation. 
There may be reasons why full parity might not be a proper goal, but this 
is an entirely different problem v/hich should not be a3.1ov/ed to confound 
proper anali'-sis. In view of the great mobility of the academic profession 
and the generally higher coct of living in Ontario indicated by the comparative 
cost-of-liNdng indices, it is obviously correct to use Canadian dollars for 
comparisons. Moreover, as v/as exriained in the earlier repoirt, v/e compared 
nine-month /imerican salaries and tv;elve-monbh Canadian salaries vath no allov/- 
ance for the oeparaic simimer earnings that cotmonly form a «3i:iable addition to 
salaries in Anerican univeraitlei;. 
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It was suggested that we provide salarj' infonnation about 
O.I.S.E., O.C.E. and the C.A.A.T.s. It has not been possible to obtain 
their average salaries, but Table 2 sets forth a comparison of their 
salary scales v/ith those of the Ontario universities as reported to 
the Dominion Bureau of Statistics from May to July, 196?. Salary scale 
information on other Canadian universities is shown in Table 3. 

The Ontario Institute for Studies in Education has, by a 
considerable margin, the highest minimum salaries in all ranks. Regarding 
the C.A.A.T. scale it is important to note) that the addition of $1,200 
for the doctorate raises the bracket for their highest rank to $8,900-$14,100. 
Thus, the C.A.A.T.s have salary levels which are competitive for holders 
of the Ph.D. at the rank of assisoant professor in the universities. 

4. SUPPORTING STAFF 

Competition from the C.A.A.T.s is likely to have its 
greatest effect upon the universities in the area of technical support 
staff. Skilled laboratory technicians and mechanicians, computer programmers, 
etc., are already in. short supply, and this new demand >/ill almost certainly 
give an upvmrd push to the salaiy levels of people in these categories. 
Neither they nor the statistical, accounting and secretarial personnel 
have been kept at satisfactory levels because- of the overwhelming difficulties 
and high priority of the academic market; union. activities have increased 
markedly in the months since our earlier report v/as written, and large 
increases in these costs appear to be inescapable. 

5. OLTOR ACADS?;iC E X PSMSES 

In the Augunt report, "systems" exj^enses were included under 
this heading; this is still the case except that tho special case of 
regional corriputer facilities and the hardware for local facilities calls 



for special treatment. However, apart altogether from "systems" expenses, the 
other expenses of the academic departments — the apparatus, equipment, 
furniture and supplies — have suffered in the past from vulnerability 
when resources are scarce, and are doing so a/^ain this year, as we shall 
show. 

ALLOC ATIQM OF RESOURCES, 1967-68 

It vail be recalled that in the earlier report, the second 
column of Table 7 on page 36 contained a theoretical allocation of the 
$1,320 basic unit value on the assumption of a staff to weighted enrolment 
ratio of 1/25. Except for academic salaries, the theoretical allocation 
v/as based upon the same component percentages that were implied in the 
1967-68 submissions (reduced proportionally after the academic salaries 
had been removed). 

Table 4 herein is arranged so that it is possible to see 
the 1967-68 information in the following order: (l) submissions, (2) 
theoretical allocation at the $1,320 financing level, and (3) budgeted 
allocation (as determined from UA U forms). In comparing the first and 
third columns it is interesting to note that the total academic components, 
as finally budgeted, received almost exactly the same percentage of the 
whole as had been visualized in the submissions (79-3/^, vs. 79. 4p), 
although the dollar amount v;as much smaller due to .the level of financing. 
V/ithin the academic sector, however, the academic salaries and the 
library oq^.ense half is composed of library salaries) increased 

their percentages over what was implied in the submissions at the expense 
of "Other Academic Expenses". This is a clear demonstration of the 
combined effects of a very competitive market for skilled personnel and 



an over-all scarcity or resources. The increases in Administration 
and Maintenance at the e:qpense of Miscellaneous probably reflect, in part, 
a jmore precise analysis and categorisation of expenses formerly called 
miscellaneous J nevertheless it is reassuring to see administration and 
maintenance holding their ovm. 

RSC OIS^IEMDED PICPJ SASES 

Table 5 repeats the I967-68 budgeted allocation from Table k, 
and adds three columns to show, first, the preferred financing pattern 
indicated in the August report, secondly, what seems to us to be a possible 
financing pattern for I968-69, and thirdly, what we believe is the absolute 
minimum financing pattern that can be pi'oposed for 1968-69 as a restJiLt of 
our analysis of budget patterns for 1967-68. The original proposal includes 
a 16^ increase in academic salaries, at a full-time staff to income unit 
ratio of 1/23, and involves an increase of $349 in the basic unit value. 
The second proposal changes the staff to income unit ratio to the current 
level of 1/25 vath the salary increase remaining at l6%. The increase 
associated with this alternative is $238 — about 18,"^. The third demonstrates 
that even if it were possible to staiff the universities successfully vath 
an average salary increase of no more than 12JJ, we would still need an 
increase of $203, or 16;^, in the basic unit value. iVny reduction below 
a 16% increase vriJLl cause a deterioration in the Ontario imiversities so 
serious that their recovery might be in question. 

Kuch is being said today about the need for retrenchment in the 
v/hole econoiny, and the university is adjured to tighten its belt. But 
^vith the best will in the world, the university conuminity has to face its 
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o^>fn economic facts of life. It naist purchase the services of very 
highly trained people— services that are in great demand. It cannot ask 
those people to sacrifice themselves in the cause of general retrenchment 
xAiile in every other sector people vdth far less exacting training are 
obtaining sufficient increases to hold thej.r o\m against at least some 
of the erosion of their standard of living by inflated costs. It is a 
vicious circle, but if v/e ask our staff to step out of it they v/iU simply 
go somewhere else. And they are the ones whose researches are needed 
to bring the economy back to full health. 

It is our conclusion that, leaving aside special grants for 
emiergent universities, regional computing centres, etc., the level of 
support required foi- all the universities through the operating grants 
formula is as we have indicated above. 



TABLE 1 



Staff Munbers and V/eighted Enrolment, 1967-68 



Expected 



Actual 



Full-time staff: 
Submissions 



4,807 Budgets 



4,686 



Income \mits: 

list,, Dec, 1966 



114,059 Est., Kov., 1967 115,235 



X 

I 

5. 



Staff to VJeighted 
Enrolment ifetio 



1/23.7 



1/24.7 
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T/iBIE 2 



smm DATy\ on uiirv'EiioiTi teacher salary scaus i:ikii-!u?.;s 

FOR FOUR ACADIiMIC PjWXZ, BY in3TIT'JTICM, 1967-68 

(Source: As i-epcrtod to the Donunion Bureau of. Statistics from 
May to July, 1967, arjcl supplemented by inforr-ation on OISS, 03E 
and CAAT»s furnished by Dr. Sheffield) 



Full Assoc' Assis. Lectiirer 
Province and I n stitution Prof. Frof . Prof. 

Ontario ; 



Brock 


15,000 


11,500 


9,000 


7,000 


Carleton 


15,000 


11,300 


9,000 


2/ 


Guelph 


14,500 


11,500 


9,000 


7,500 


lakehead 


15,300 


ll,tiGO 


9,300 


7,700 


I-aurentian 


U,100 


10,900 


8,730 


7,100 


IIcHaster 


15,000 


11,500 


9,000 


7,000 


Ottav/a 


34,375 


11,500 


8,740 


6,900 


Queen* s 


15,500 


12,0)0 


9,200 


2/ 


Toronto 


15.^00 


11,300 


9,200 


7,500 


Trent 


15,000 


11,500 


9,000 


7,100 


V/aterloo 


15,000 


11,000 


8,500 


6,500 


Western Ontario 


15.000 


11,500 


9,500 


7,500 


V/indsor 


15,000 


12,0CO 


9,000 


7,000 


York 


15,000 


11,200 


9,100 


6,000 



Ontario Institute for 

Studies in Kducation 16, 600 14,400 12,200 9,500 

Ontario Collece of Education 15,200 11,300 9,200 7,500 



GAATts 

faster 7.-700-12,900 (+ 800 for ILnsterts degree, 

1200 fcr doctorate) 

Associate Master 7,200-12,000 (+ 8O0 for ilastcrts degree, 

1200 for doctorate) 

Assistant liister 6,o00--].0,600 (•; 800 for Kacter^s degree, 

1200 for doctorate) 



2. No ninl-nurr. stated. 
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TABLE 3 . • • 

ST.TniAir: data cm viTrznzTi-: TEkciu^- z;u„\n :*ii:e';"S for 

i-ouR ACAri::::-: .u'.:;i:s, by i^.'STrrunc::, 1967-63 

(Sourco: As rerorled to the Doninion Dureau or Statistics. 
Trc- ;^ny to July, 196?) 

Fvill As ROC. Assis. 

Pr ovince cjid I nstitution Prof. :to£. Prof. Lecturer 



Hevrfo unci land : 







11,: 00 


9,000 


7,000 


Prince ir.dv;ard Iidr'.nd: 


12,500-^/ 


1/ 


Prince of V/alec 


1 / 

8,500-^/ 


7,500- 


St. Dun Stan's 


13,5CC 


10,750 


f>,600 


7,200 


Nova Scotia: 




Acadia 


13,500 


11,000 


8,500 




Dalhousie 


13,000 


10,500 


8,000 


2/ 


King»r» Collegp 


U,000 


ii,aoo 


9,500 


2/ 


lit. St. Vincert. 


12,000 


10,090 


8,000 


6,250 


n.S. Technical Coll. 


13,250 


12,250 


9,000 


7,750 


Gt. Francis Xavier 


U,050 ' 


11,350 


9,000 


6,8Q0 


St. iferrr's 


13,500 


11,000 


8,400 


2/ 


V^f^M Prun?^'lck : 








iloncton 


lA^O-wO 


11,000 


8,500 


6,500 


Mount Allif5on 




■3/ 


IL 


2/ 




U.OOG 


11,000 


8,500 


6,500 


St. Tlior^ias 


1^,000 


11,000 


9,000 


2/ 


Quoboc : 






Blnhcp'? 


14,500 


11,<';00 


8,700 


7,300 


Ecol^'i dcs Ilautcn ht\jries Com. 


U,700 


11,700 


7,500 


6,000 


Go].l?!ge Jean-{Je-l:r<-:b::uf 


11,250 


9,500 


7,525 


6,700 


Laval 


12,/i70 


10, A 60 


8,790 


6,750 


Loyo].a 


1/1,700 


ll.AOO 


9,200 


7,500 


McG.i.ll 


15-000 


11,700 


9,000 


7,5CO 


Ilontrcal 


15,000 


11,000 


8,500 


6,5CO 


Kcc^*; r-olyt^ichniv-^iio 




1 1 , 700 


9,300 


7,300 


Colifef-e Sainte-::,iric 


12.000 


10,000 


7,A00 


6,200 


Sherbrooke 




2/' 


9,000 


7,000 


Sir C-oorfie VJllliams 


15.000 


11,000 


8,500 


7,000 


Manitoba: 










Brr-.ndon 


li , 500 


11,000 


8,500 


2/ 


Manitoba • 




ii,rco 


9,0/^0 


2/ 


St. John's 


15,.?G0 


11,600 


9,0i00 


7,200 


St. Paia«s 


15)?00 


11.600 


9,000 


7,500 


United 


15,200 


11,600 


9,000 


2/ 


Saskatchovran: 










Sankatchcwan 


16,000 


12,000 


8,700 


6,800 


Alborta: 










Alberta 


16,600 


12,5CO 


9,0CO 


6,725 


Ca3,gar:/ 


.16,600 


12,500 


9,000 


6,725 


Lobbbridge 


16,600 


12,500 


9,000 


6,725 


British Columbia: 










U. B. C. 


15,200 


11,300 


9.200 


7,500 


Notro D/uiis U. of Nelson, 


11,900 




7,700 


6,300 


SLnion i''rar;or 


.TA.OOO 


11,000 


9,000 


7,000 


Victoria 


.1..'. . ■;.■■:.'■) 




9.::oo 


,7,200 



,1/ 



V Scalt::5 may bo rcviijod l*;t«ir in 
Ko jriniJ:ui;:) .oLatod • 



TABLE k . '■ 

.Mlocctior, of Resourcer., 1967-60 





(1) 

Alloc aticn en- 
visaged in univer- 
. -.iti c ' r,-.:bn^.i r, zions 


(2) 

Thoorr;tical 
ftlj.ocation 
cf ::;1.320 


(3) 
Budgeted 
allocation 
of .'il.320 




■P 




rf 

.,) ,0 


.$ 


/> 


Full-tn.nc Teachin:; 

Part-i \ rifi Tcachir.; 
otnlf n.nd Gtxprort 
5tr.Xf :VilnrieG 

Total IiibraiT 

Oth'^r Aradcnic 


-)1S 

11? 


35.0 

20.5 
7.7 


510 36.7 

n7^ 20.0 
10.V 7.5 


500 

2r>3 
111 

208 


36.0 

20.3 
••5.0 


Subtotal (AcadGr-.lc 


) 1?.2G 


79./. 


1111 79.9 


1102 


79.3 


AcLTiinintration 


31 


5.2 


71 5.1 


87 


6.3 






in o 


13'.i 9.9 


1^5 


10. L 


rij.r.ncllr.nnous 






"3 5rl 


JlL 


/...I 

1 


nubtotol (Adrln.) 






r;?X' 20.1 


2^9 


::o.7 


Grand Tota]. 
Leon 

Sp'jciaj. Grantr;/Unit 
IncrcafjO 

1967-63 Unit Va].v5o 


i:/:t 


100.0 


1391 100.0 
71 

1320 


1391 
71 
1320 


100.0 
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TADLE 5 





1967-68 
i>uQg eL ea 
allocation 
Ol M)X « J<:0 


1968-69 
16%' Salary 16;^ Salary 
Increase and Increase and 
1/23 .Tatio 1/25 !'.atio 


12^; Salary- 
Increase and 
1/25 Ratio 




* r- 
H> / ' 


$ % 


$ % 


$ ^ 


staff 
Part-time Teaching 

Staff and Support 

ouail 
Total loibrary 

Expenses 
Other Academic 

Expenses 


500 36.0 

111 S.O 

203 l^-.O 


136 27.2 

81 28.6 
66 59.5 


72 14.4 

41 14.4 
.'^9 53.0 

j.wU /|C5.U 


53 10.6 

• 

30 10.6 
59 53.0 
100 48.0 


Subtotal (Academic ] 


1 1102 9.3 


383 34.7 


272 24.6 


242 21.9 


Administration 


87 <'.3 


16 13.4 


K 18.4 


16 18.4 


] Maintenance 


145 10.4 


20 13. S 


:^;6 13.8- 


20 13.8 


Miscellaneous 


57 4.1 


0 0 


0 0 


0 0 


Subtotal (Admin. ) 


289 20.7 


Jih. 12.4 


36 12.4 


36 12.4 


Grand Total 
Less 

Special Grants/Unit 
Increase 
1967-68 Unit Value 


1391 100.0 

71 
1320 


41? 
JZO 

349 26.4 
1320 


303 
J70 

238 18.0 

1320 


278 
JZO 

203 15.8 
1320 


1968-69 Unit Valuo 




16C:9 


1:55s 


1528 



